dren. I loved my home. A true home is the finest ideal of man, and yet-
well, to gain freedom I asked for a divorce. It was, advisedly, refused.
But these conditions were made: Were I to wait a year, divorce would be
granted. The year went by. Legal freedom still refused by Catherine and
all concerned in the promise. There remained to me in the circumstances
only one choice—to take the situation in hand and work out the best life
possible for all concerned. I could not keep my home because, to keep the
ideal high, well. . . these three necessities have emerged from struggles
precipitated at this time. I will set the three down here, as a means to
honest life, instead of intruding the personal details of my own experience:
First: Marriage not mutual is no better, but is worse than anv other
form of slavery.
Second: Only to the degree that marriage is mutual is it decent. Love is
not property. To take it so is barbarous. To protect it as such is barbarism.
Third: The child is the pledge of good faith its parents give to the future
of the race. There are no illegitimate children. There may be illegitimate
parents—legal or illegal. Legal interference has no function whatever in
any true Democracy where these three fundamentals are concerned
except:
Concerning the three foregoing conclusions:
First: Legal marriage is but a civil contract between a man and woman
to share property and together provide for children that may spring from
that marriage. So, in this respect legal marriage is subject to the legal in-
terpretations and enforcements of any other contract. But legal marriage
should be regarded as no mere licence for sexual relation. That relation
should not as the law now makes it be the shameless essence of legal mar-
riage in any such respect.
Second: Love, so far as laws can go to protect it, is entitled to the benefit
of hands-off and the benefit of the doubt—unless degraded to a matter of
commerce. So degraded, it should be subject to the laws that govern any
other degraded traffic.
Love should be its own protection or its own defeat—if it is to grow strong.
Third: The child being the pledge given to society by love, it is the duty
of the State to make and enforce laws that protect the substance of that
pledge. The substance of the pledge is that, provided by its parents, every
child born shall have good shelter, good food, good treatment and an open
door to growth of body and mind. Added to this the child should have
whatever in addition the circumstances of its birth may present to it—the
most desirable thing of all being love. ... But this latter can be no concern
of the laws.
What I have tried to set down here was working in great detail in my
mind during that miserable year of misunderstanding, overstatement,
probation and demoralization. It was working more or less clearly as
any man's right to live. The denial of that right not only worked against
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